The focus of knowledge management theories on codification and quantification and aspirations to manage knowledge in a similar manner to managing physical resources did not create a stable ground for knowledge management practices in organisations as was expected. Consequently, the theories of social knowledge work take the place of the theories of knowledge management and instead of simplifying they promise to address the issues of complexity. This paper presents a conceptual model of social knowledge -its observable characteristics and associated organisational processes -and aims to help in adopting and contextualising the new theories of knowledge work in organisational research and practice. Keywords: knowledge management, knowledge work, social knowledge.
Introduction
The understanding of knowledge is continually reshaped throughout the centuries. Western societies are driven by knowledge in one way or another (Knorr Cetina, 1997) -both communities of practitioners and scientists dedicate a great deal of attention to the complexities of creating, growing, sharing and retaining knowledge in organisations; yet, they struggle with the practical implementation of sophisticated theoretical developments (Boland et al., 2001) . Furthermore, scientists and practitioners strive to find universal ground in knowledge management, which so far only manages to address a minor part of the issues that the practitioners come up against when dealing with the complexity of knowledge in the unique contexts of their organisations.
I propose that the recent metamorphosis of conceptual developments in knowledge management provides the basis for addressing the challenge outlined. It brings the social nature of knowledge in line with its cognitive manifestations and promotes knowledge work as distinct from the management of physical organisational resources; thus, it opens up new pathways for advanced research agendas in this field which were not available by conceptualising knowledge in economic terms. Now, the quest of how to manage knowledge is not for the pursuit of simplification, but the opposite -for the diversity and richness of the practice of knowing and uncovering its meaning in organisational particularities. Nevertheless, social theories of knowledge are adopted in a vague manner and require contextualisation (Michailova, Sidorova, 2010) ; therefore, based on the most recent developments in knowledge theories, which derive knowledge in social rather than economic organisation in contemporary companies, I develop a model which contains the tool for empirical inquiry of localised knowledge practices and derive the contextualised definitions and meanings of knowledge-sharing processes. With this analysis, I call on scientists and practitioners to critically assess predefined and universal truths used in knowledge management and reflect on the practices and meanings that these practices bring to each specific organisation; and by doing this, bring new theoretical understanding of complex phenomenon without reducing it to structural components.
The object of research is the theories of knowledge in organisational and management research.
The goal of research is to create a conceptual model of the characteristics of social knowledge and the associated organisational processes that would serve as a tool to operationalise the concept of social knowledge in empirical research as well as in managerial practice.
Research methods: the argumentative review of knowledge theories in organisational research and the building of a conceptual model. Furthermore, the paper is structured as follows. It starts with the discussion of the definition of knowledge by the representatives of two schools in knowledge management research, each having different epistemological assumptions and addressing organisational knowledge issues from different angles: one, from an economic and structural perspective, the other -based on social and processual worldviews. I find that the former, a structural view of knowledge, is what is explicitly or implicitly exploited in most knowledge management research; and that the latter, a social and processual understanding of knowledge, is gaining in momentum but is still less common, yet it has the potential to deal with the issues that arise from a structural approach to knowledge. The paper concludes with the discussion of a conceptual model of the characteristics of social knowledge and the organisational processes that are associated with creating, growing, sharing and retaining social knowledge.
The conceptual definition of knowledge in organisations
Knowledge is a complex and diversely understood concept, which is closely related to data and information both in theory and practice. As claimed by M. Boisot (1998) , it is common to treat 'knowledge assets as if they were physical assets' (p. XIV) and interchangeably use the concepts of data, information and knowledge as if they would be replacing each other (Van den Hoven, 2001). For example, information and knowledge may refer to a common ground, where information only differs in that it is the action of informing, and knowledge -the result of having been informed (Machlup, 1962) . Similarly, it is often the case when speaking about codification of technological knowledge as, for example, in the study of M. Balconi (2002) treating information as a structured message, while treating knowledge as a cognitive context of an individual agent (Cowan, David, Foray, 2000) . Such lack of distinction is then transferred to social organisational contexts, where knowledge has misleadingly become the focus of management instead of people and organisations (Kreiner, 1999) . Only relatively recently, process scholars have drawn attention to intangibility and tacitness as properties of all human knowledge (Tsoukas, 2005b) and promoted the definition of knowledge as a context-dependent and ongoing social activity enacted in a collective practice (Haglund, Halldén, Scheja, 2008; Orlikowski, 2002) . Instead of knowledge being understood and managed as a physical asset, knowledge is being redefined as a socio-organisational activity embedded in physical (material) worlds and human practices (Newell et al., 2009 ). Focusing on the practice of knowing as a particular way of 'understanding the world' (Reckwitz, 2002, p. 253) promises to grasp the fuzzy and intangible nature of human knowledge work instead of purely addressing tangible manifestations, such as data and information management.
It is therefore important to draw distinctions among the three interrelated concepts -knowledge, data and information, and such distinctions are typically made by ordering the three concepts in a sequential and hierarchical way. The mainstream approach places data first, then information and finally knowledge: here 'data' means unprocessed facts, figures items or events (Bell, 1999; Zins, 2007) ; and 'information' means interpretations or analysis, providing the meaning and contextualising these factual data (Tsoukas, 2005a) ; lastly, knowledge is at the top of this hierarchy and includes values, beliefs, judgment of events (Tsoukas, 2005a) and action (Gruber, 1988 ). Neither data nor information are knowledge but both are closely related to knowledge and are a necessary condition for creating it (Davenport, Prusak, 1998) . The reverse view considers data as more than knowledge and puts it at the top of the hierarchical order: in contrast to the previous explanation of the hierarchy, knowledge is seen as a prerequisite to information, and consequently information is needed to create data (Tuomi, 1999) . Two opposing views stem from different perspectives: first, an intrinsic order of mental data processing, which results in a superior phenomenon -knowledge; second, an extrinsic process of the purposeful and knowledgeable guidance of creating information and data from individual knowledge, which highlights the primacy of knowledge and not the knowledge merely being the mechanical outcome of data processing (see Figure 1 
below).
Although superficially the theories may seem to be contradictory as they line up the three concepts in an opposing order, nevertheless they both agree on the fact that knowledge is the most complex organisational phenomena among the three, and, therefore, deserves the most attention.
As one can see, the delineation between knowledge, information and data is ambiguous and defined in a contradictory manner, and may focus on different aspects of its use in organisations. Following this fuzziness in the definition of knowledge, there are also multiple interpretations of where knowledge resides -is this an individual or collective phenomenon? In management research, the dominant perspective is a structural view of knowledge, which theorises knowledge as belonging to an individual person, and classifies even its collective properties as a distinct type of individual knowledge. There is also an alternative view of knowledge as embedded in social processes where knowledge is treated not as a possession of an individual or a sum of collective thought, but as a product of human activity and social interaction. Research projects based on these ontologically distinct positions bring value to organisational science and management practice in different ways. The first, research based on a structural view of knowledge, aims to simplify the complexity of knowledge (Nicolini, 2016) and understand its structural parts -what kind of knowledge, where and how it serves certain purposes. The second, research based on an understanding of knowledge as a social process, fosters the complexity and embeddedness of knowledge in local contexts and looks into the enactment and material embeddedness of knowing (Newell et al., 2009 ). Table 1 below summarises the structural and social conceptualisations of knowledge.
These two perspectives on knowledge deserve a more in-depth consideration, which is provided further.
The structural view of knowledge in organisations
The structural view of knowledge represents epistemology of possession (Cook, Brown, 1999) , in which knowledge is treated similarly to other organisational resources and the aim is to simplify management of organisational complexity by standardising the treatment of different Although superficially the theories may seem to be contradictory as they line up three concepts in an opposing order, nevertheless they both agree on the fact that knowl is the most complex organisational phenomena among the three, and, therefore, deserve most attention.
As one can see, the delineation between knowledge, information and dat ambiguous and defined in a contradictory manner, and may focus on different aspects o use in organisations. Following this fuzziness in the definition of knowledge, there are multiple interpretations of where knowledge resides -is this an individual or colle phenomenon? In management research, the dominant perspective is a structural view knowledge, which theorises knowledge as belonging to an individual person, and class even its collective properties as a distinct type of individual knowledge. There is als alternative view of knowledge as embedded in social processes where knowledge is tre not as a possession of an individual or a sum of collective thought, but as a product of hu activity and social interaction. Research projects based on these ontologically dis positions bring value to organisational science and management practice in different w The first, research based on a structural view of knowledge, aims to simplify the compl of knowledge (Nicolini, 2016) and understand its structural parts -what kind of knowle where and how it serves certain purposes. The second, research based on an understandin knowledge as a social process, fosters the complexity and embeddedness of knowledg local contexts and looks into the enactment and material embeddedness of knowing (Ne et al., 2009). Table 1 below summarises the structural and social conceptualisation knowledge.
Table 1. Structural and social views of knowledge Structural View of Knowledge Social View of Knowledge Knowledge resides in the individual
Knowledge manifests through the social activitie individuals Concerned with structure or entity Concerned with process or action
Simplifies contexts for analytic purposes Fosters embeddedness in complex environments
These two perspectives on knowledge deserve a more in-depth consideration, whi provided further.
Data Information Knowledge
Extrinsic process of purposeful guidance Intrinsic order of data processing Fig. 1 . Hierarchy of data, information and knowledge kinds of resources. Therefore, like physical assets, knowledge may be created, acquired, and possessed by an individual or transferred to another individual. Hence such terms as knowledge 'acquisition' and 'transfer' are typical signals of having adopted a structural knowledge perspective in a given research study. Knowledge is treated as residing in an individual person; and collective knowledge activities and terms such as 'organisational knowledge' , are used and understood as metaphors (Bhatt, 2002) referring to the sum of knowledge of multiple organisational actors. The structural view of knowledge is driven by the assumption that dividing the concept of knowledge into several types and formulating rules to deal with each type of knowledge helps in managing knowledge in organisations more efficiently (Bhatt, 2002) . It contributes to the understanding of knowledge and its role in organisations through generating typologies of knowledge and modelling the relationships between these types (Blackler, 1995) . There have been numerous attempts to classify knowledge, and in this paper, I do not pretend to cover all of these classification efforts, but instead, I demonstrate some prevalent principles of the construction of such theories of knowledge in management research. Hence, most typologies are based on two principles: first, on the easiness or difficulty of accessing knowledge (explicit and tacit types of knowledge); second, on the locus where knowledge resides (individual and organisational types of knowledge). The principles of knowledge structure, exemplar theories, applied typologies and principal ideas are summarised in Table 2 below and discussed further.
The assumption under structural approaches to knowledge is that individual cognition is the basis of all knowledge (Newell et al., 2009 ) in organisations. The differentiation between different kinds of knowledge is constructed based on the fact that some knowledge is quickly and easily expressed and shared with other individuals, but other types of knowledge are less easy to codify and more difficult to (Nonaka, 1994, p. 16) ; and tacit (noncodi fied) knowledge is difficult to express in conventional means of verbalising and 'has a personal quality, which makes it hard to formalise and communicate' (Nonaka, 1994, p. 16) . The process of knowledge sharing in organisations is seen as a conversion from tacit to explicit knowledge, which then makes it easily transferable to another person (Teece, 2000) . Therefore, tacit-to-tacit knowledge transfer occurs through making it explicit: codifying tacit knowledge of the person transferring it and combining it with the knowledge of a recipient (Roberts, 2000) , thereby forming a new kind of tacit knowledge (Nonaka, Takeuchi, 1995) . The possibility to explicate and create new knowledge as defined by I. Nonaka and H. Takeuchi (1995) is one of the interpretations of tacit 'knowing' (Gourlay, 2006) , first introduced in the philosophical works of Michael Polanyi (1966) and defined as the personal awareness of something that is 'more than we can tell' (Polanyi, 1966, p. 4) , which we can only demonstrate by relying on the awareness of others to catch its meaning (ibid). While Nonaka's model largely draws on the existence and importance of tacit knowledge, it mainly stimulated research to look for the ways to explicate such knowledge and make it 'manageable' , for example, through information technology infrastructure (Cormican, O'Sullivan, 2003) or developing specific measures of tacit knowledge and incorporating these measures in performance reviews (Foos, Schum, Rothenberg, 2006) . In contrast to the above described model of I. Nonaka and H. Takeuchi (1995) , where tacit knowledge may be converted to explicit knowledge, H. M. Collins (2010) treats tacit knowledge as threefold and differently convertible depending on its type. One type of tacit knowledgecalled relational -might be easily converted to explicit form and thus transferred to another person. It is the simplest type of tacit knowledge to transfer, in fact, Collins even questioned whether it could be called 'tacit' at all because such knowledge is merely temporarily unavailable in our focal minds and may be called on as soon as the person realises it is needed to explicate to some other person. The second type of tacit knowledge -somatic -is also shared with other people in a tacit form and it is entirely possible to convert it into explicit form or create an analogy, however, it is not easily convertible and takes a lot of time and resources, which often cannot be afforded. Then, lastly, the third type of knowledge is called collective: this type of tacit knowledge is irreducible and only transferred through social interactions and practices. While H. M. Collins (2010) attempts to address the issues surrounding knowledge through dividing knowledge into distinct types, he also contributes to the development of knowledge theories by acknowledging that most knowledge is closely tied to the social and practical activities of individuals and to the ways they organise it in particular contexts.
The typologies that make a distinction between individual and organisational knowledge are mostly driven by the duality between the individual and their environment. They make an important leap towards acknowledging knowledge as existing beyond an individual (Newell et al., 2009) . Based on such approaches, knowledge is classified into types by pointing to its 'location': inside or outside of an individual. Individual knowledge is what resides inside people's heads (Gherardi, 2000) and is perceived by those individuals alone (Bhatt, 2002, p. 32) . Organisations are also viewed as cognitive enterprises and systems of shared beliefs agreed upon by consensus are called organisational knowledge (Lyles, 1997) . As the definition in this stream of research is based on a cognitive understanding of knowledge, it is still not clear how organisational (systemic) knowledge is defined in more specific terms. More often, though, the definition of organisational knowledge is not provided at all but used as a parallel concept to individual knowledge on an organisational level (e.g., Bharati, Zhang, Chaudhury, 2015; Loebbecke, van Fenema, Powell, 2016).
J. C. Spender (1996) attempts to transcend the classical structural definition of knowledge and builds a classification based on two dimensions: difficulty of accessing knowledge -explicit (also called 'objective') and implicit (discussed together with 'tacit' knowledge), and locusindividual and social (also called 'organisational') (Spender, 1996) . Using a two by two matrix, J. C. Spender bridges the two methods of knowledge classification, and from this follow four types of knowledge: conscious knowledge (explicit individual knowledge, e.g. codified in personal notes or uncodified in an individual's memory), automatic (implicit individual knowledge, e.g., recognition), objectified (explicit social, which is sharable among people, knowledge, e.g., data, procedures, systems) and collective knowledge (implicit social knowledge, e.g., teamwork, culture). The two types that are a product of explicit and implicit knowledge types at a social level essentially clarify the distinction between the more formal and less formal natures of knowledge in organisations: explicit social knowledge, which Spender calls 'objectified' (also, Spender refers to it as 'organisational knowledge'), is the type of information that is 'evaluated according to institutionalised standards'; whereas 'collective' knowledge is 'the outcome of the interplay between the conscious and automatic types of knowledge' (meaning, between the explicit and implicit knowing of a person), and 'between the individual and collective types of knowledge as they interact through the social processes' (Spender, 1996, p. 71 ). Similarly to J. C. Spender, F. Blackler (1993) uses activity theory (Vygotsky, 1962) and bases the structure of knowledge on either individual or collective levels ('collective interpretation') of knowledge (Blackler, 1995) ; however, he departs from the typical individual and collective knowledge structures and attempts to develop the notion of knowledge as materially embedded and process-based 'knowing' (learning). While the overall schemes of these knowledge structures are still largely based on individual cognition, one of the contributions of J. C. Spender's and F. Blackler's theorisations is that their theories acknowledge the social or, in other terms, collective dimension of knowledge, bringing structures of meaning and materiality into play and thus building a bridge to a new understanding of knowledge as a social phenomenon.
The processual and practice views of knowledge in organisations
By the end of the twentieth century, management scientists were increasingly acknowledging that knowledge is not manageable in the same way as physical resources (Boisot, 2002) . Two new streams of knowledge theories in organisational research, more commonly referred to as theories of 'knowing' or 'knowledge work' , discard the explanation of knowledge as individual cognitive activity and proclaim knowledge to be fundamentally social: these approaches represent the epistemology of action (Chiva, Alegre, 2005); a so-called 'process' view of knowledge; the epistemology of practice (Cook, Brown, 1999 ) and a practice view in organisational research. Both process and practice views treat knowledge as a process and not as an entity and are helpful in analysing how knowing is enacted in particular contexts (Newell et al., 2009 ). They do not pretend to be creating generalisable ways of manipulating knowledge in organisations. The metaphors we use to express our ideas have 'enormous impact on how we reason about knowledge' (Andriessen, 2008, pp. 5-6); therefore, researchers within these streams also use different terminology and embrace the use of 'knowing' instead of 'knowledge' , as well as 'enacting knowledge' and 'knowledge work' as opposed to 'knowledge transfer' or 'knowledge management' , which are common terms used to refer to knowledge from the structural points of view. Process and practice scholars approach knowledge as an undivided unity and inherently social, which first of all means asserting that knowledge is an integral phenomenon and is not separable into distinct types; and second, it means speaking of knowledge as a process -what people do in organisations -as opposed to knowledge as a static and compartmentalised concept (Blackler, 1995) which is owned by people or organisations. Process and practice approaches encompass complementary arguments of the equivocality, dynamics and context dependence of knowledge (Newell et al., 2009 ). The key characteristics of process and practice views are summarised in Table 3 below, and further the arguments for each of these two perspectives are discussed.
Process scholars claim that structural theories of knowledge wrongly adopted the concept of tacit knowledge by Michael Polanyi (1966) (Tsoukas, 2005b ) and instead of taking the tacitness of knowledge as a property of all human knowledge, assigned it only to certain kinds of knowledge. Explicit knowledge does not exist as a separate type, as there is always an element of tacit knowing underlying it. Even if we find a way of decoding tacit knowledge and stating it in an externalised mannerthis decodifying process itself is more than we can describe in words and remains incommunicable. Process theorists do not reduce knowledge sharing to its 'transfer' through articulation (Tsoukas, 2005b) and suggest that knowledge is not observable independently of its context and does not exist 'out-there'; therefore, attempts to derive independent and separable parts of knowledge only bring partial and fragmented understanding of this concept. Additionally, treating knowledge as purely personal and residing inside of an individual is problematic too: assumptions behind the definition of 'individual' or 'personal' may even misleadingly attribute interdependent activities performed by multiple actors to the cognitive activities of a single person -to a personal 'belief ' (Gourlay, 2006) . Instead of treating knowledge as a 'thing' (possession of a person), process scholars define it as a dynamic, negotiated and relational process of 'sensemaking' , which helps to discriminate 'within and across contexts' (Newell et al., 2009, p. 14) . The process view of knowledge implies attending to social nature and embeddedness of knowledge, which encompass both 'the individual cognitive aspects of knowledge as well as its social nature' (Newell et al., 2009, p. 6) .
The practice perspective has a lot in common with the process perspective, however, in addition, it focuses on how knowing is a part of human action, or in other words, human practice (Newell et al., 2009) , and how it is embedded in materiality. Practice scholars view knowledge as enabled in practices and specific material and social contexts (Newell et al., 2009) . Knowing is an action, which is 'informed by meaning drawn from a particular group context' (Cook, Brown, 1999, p. 60) and 'negotiated through social interaction' (Newell et al., 2009, p. 16) . Sociality, as in the process view, is not the total of individuals' knowledge but the interrelatedness of the social lives of those individuals, which emerge through their actions (Feldman, Orlikowski, 2011) . Practice theorists ascribe an important role to materiality and material objects and 'knowledge is conceived largely as a form of mastery that is expressed in the capacity to carry out a social and material activity' which also includes feelings, expectations and meanings (Nicolini, 2012, p. 5) . Following this, organisational knowledge is a shared understanding and a set of norms that people develop while working in a group. Knowledge resides and can be seen in what people do, say, believe and reflect through material artefacts, which they use and produce (Newell et al., 2009 ).
Conceptual model of social knowledge
As discussed in earlier sections, the theories of knowledge management and knowledge work represent two distinct views of knowledge in organisations. First is a structural view of knowledge which is an approach to knowledge that aims to simplify and manage the complexity of organisational knowledge through reducing it to a few types of knowledge that can be created, stored, managed or transferred like any physical organisational resource.
It promotes the individualist and dual natures of knowledge, and contributes to the scholarly conversation on the dichotomy and opposition of mind and body, as well the dichotomy of thought and action (Gherardi, 2000) . The structural approach to knowledge is widely adopted in management research and tends to analyse knowledge as an isolated entity and prescribe a simplified 'objective' definition of knowledge when dealing with complex practical environments. On the other hand, the social view of knowledge as a socially embedded process refuses this partitioning of knowledge and treats it as one integral process. There are two broad streams of research that promote the social understanding of knowledge -the process and practice views -and which are very similar in how they define the concept. Knowledge as process is neither 'out-there' nor individual property but is the process of knowing shared among organisation members. In addition to process, practice scholars stress the material embeddedness of knowledge in local contexts -knowledge as a socially and materially interwoven activity, which constitutes organisational practices, and which itself is constituted by these practices. Therefore, structural and social views hold fundamentally different assumptions about what constitutes knowledge, what constitutes social life and about the separability of knowledge from its contexts. The use of these assumptions in structural and social views of knowledge consequently give rise to different strengths and weaknesses, which have implications on the applicability of these theoretical approaches in empirical research and the potential to produce findings which could meaning-fully explain knowledge practices in organisational contexts, as summarised in Table 4 below.
Based on the analysis and the comparison of two theoretical approaches of knowledge, the social view encapsulates a potential solution for the issues that impede current research progress in knowledge management in organisations. It connects the social, cognitive and material dimensions, which constitute practices of knowing, treats knowing as an activity and is focused on 'how knowledge happens' instead of 'what knowledge is' . Additionally, it approaches knowing as produced and reproduced in a local context and by local actors; therefore, the local knowing and its meaning is superior to general conceptualisations and universal prescriptions of knowledge management practices in organisations. As is apparent, even the proponents of structural knowledge theories, which concentrate primarily on the cognitive nature of knowledge, widely acknowledge that knowledge is not only individual but also of a social nature, which nevertheless they treat as a secondary issue and still define it differently from what is understood to constitute the social world in terms of process scholars. Moreover, empirical research studies tend to focus on the aspects that are easier to measure, so explicit and close-ended manifestations of knowledge work. Despite that such treatment of knowledge does not produce the desired universal guidance to success, surprisingly, yet it persists as a sounder, more scientific and more reliable form of analysis than individualised and non-generalisable solutions to organisational challenges. The less straightforward choice of empirically exploring knowledge work in organisations as a social process demands greater explanation of how we can empirically observe the interrelated lives of individuals, as the social knowledge is defined to be. With regard to this, several characteristics of knowledge work need to be taken into account: multiplicity and power structure of knowledge claims, contextuality and embeddedness in language, human action and materiality.
Organisation members may hold different views and knowledge of some subjects, which they negotiate to arrive at some collective action, and there is no 'true' knowledge as such; therefore, it is difficult to arrive at any conclusive and generalisable statements of organisational knowledge management. It is well known that knowledge claims are easier to accept as 'truthful' or 'valid' if coming from a more powerful and authoritative person (Newell et al., 2009 ). Therefore, it is more beneficial for organisations to analyse how 'true' knowledge is being constructed in social interactions and negotiations within this organisation than to try to arrive at some objective truth. Organisations, like the people who lead them and work within them, are different in how creative or calculative they are (Spender, 1996) , which means different firms also require different ways of creating, gathering, sharing and retaining knowledge. Knowledge also consists of individual and collective meanings, which organisational members express, continue, change and persist through their words and actions. Knowledge is embedded in human language and actions no less than it resides in their heads. While most would agree that knowledge is more tacit than explicit in its nature, it also matters how we treat the relationship of individual agency to knowledge: if we agree that knowledge is not purely individual, but also a social phenomenon, then it must have implications on how organisations approach the issue of knowledge retention (Boisot, 2002 ). In order to successfully retain and develop organisational knowledge, the company needs routines that allow its employees to spend enough time near their more experienced colleagues, seeing how they work, and to have social time at work which is impossible to directly account for, but which builds shared understanding of the work that the team performs. Additionally, routines and successful knowledge work rely on continuous engagement in the consistent development of their material basis, including IT and other systems, which allow personal knowledge and meanings to tacitly attach to these materials and artefacts.
When empirically exploring knowledge work in organisations, the focal processes of observation and interpretation encompass creating, growing, sharing and retaining knowledge through language or artefacts (materials or working tools). In organisational practice, knowledge, data and information are interchangeable and may not have clear boundaries between them. Similarly to what was previously discussed as being present in some theoretical discourses (Van den Hoven, 2001), knowledge, information and data are simultaneously produced and reproduced, and regard-less of whether they are shared through language, written or encoded form, they hold the elements of meanings that are conventionally attached depending on a local organisational or broader business collective understanding. Therefore, knowledge is inherently cultural and may not be fully appreciated by an outsider who is not familiar with the local practices and embedded meanings -so called 'best practices' may be different and unique to the firm (Nag, Gioia, 2012). However, it does not imply that individual meanings do not exist -these may be captured by observing individual and work environment characteristics, enacted practices, stated purposes and expressed meanings, or continual negotiations and renegotiations of power plays. The efficiency of organisational knowledge work may be appreciated by observing and recording how organisations manage to continuously engage and develop their material and social environments and collectively retain the experiences of their individual members (see Figure 3 below).
Conclusions
This paper analyses the theories of knowledge management and knowledge work from both the structural and the social (social includes processual and practice) perspectives. The understanding of knowledge as a fundamentally social phenomenon uncovers new possibilities for in-depth scientific exploration of organisational knowledge; furthermore, it uncovers more opportunities for organisational practitioners to arrange meaningful and relevant knowledge work tailored to the unique settings of their organisations. Based on the extant literature review, it is apparent that the social nature of knowledge is increasingly prioritised over the analysis of its cognitive characteristics. Therefore, the new theories of social knowledge serve as a basis for the model of characteristics of social knowledge and the associated organisational processes. The model integrates characteristics of social knowledge (multiple truths, contextuality and embeddedness), empirical manifestations (negotiations and power structures; individual and work characteristics; individual purposes and meanings; work environments; language; actions; materials and working tools) and two major mechanisms (retention of experience and continuous engagement) which promote creating, growing, sharing and retaining knowledge in organisations. This paper contributes to the theory of knowledge in organisational and management research by suggesting the ways to structure investigations of knowledge work in empirical research studies. 
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